receives the gift. In domination (e.g .. making a product), one imposes one's own will on the object and puts it on a level of pure passivity. When a person is using a word-processor, the machine is expected to comply totally with the will of the user, and not to introd uce ideas of its own into the text. Only one will is involved, and it is a dominant will. In contrast, in the giving of a gift the will (or the rights) of each person involved must be respected . Thus there is a difference between proposing marriage (offering oneself as a gift to a woman, who may reject the offer) and buying a slave-girl as a concubine, the slave-girl having no say in that case. A gift must be freely given and freely received; it may not be imposed or coerced. Conversely, what may be imposed, coerced or dominated is not a gift.
Setting aside special cases such as the confinement of those who are mentally ill ,4 domination is never an acceptable way to treat a person. since freedom is a hallmark of the person, while passivity is the hallmark of what is being dominated. 5 It must be remembered, in the analysis of any moral situation involving more than one person, that there are as many wills involved as there are persons, and that the consent of any of the persons involved may not simply be taken for granted, still less overruled . This is easy to overlook, especially in an abstract discussion not referring to the fact that different persons are involved, as when a single moral agent is thought of as executing a process which is abstractly described. Impersonal or collective formulations ("one does this, we do this") may serve to conceal, but not solve this problem.
Our most frequent encounter with the domination of persons may well be in ordinary verbal conversation. A common non-sequitur is the assumption that because I wish to talk about myself and my preoccupations, that therefore you wish to listen. (But of course!) The image is useful, because this happens to everyone and annoys everyone; it is also relevant, not least because any conversation requires a kind of periodic abstinence if anything other than frustration is to be born of the conversation. I have sometimes wondered if it is more than a coincidence that many of those who dissent from "Humanae Vitae" are not good listeners.
Contraception.
The moral issues here are familiar and here need only be outlined so as to illustrate certain parallels with the procedure of in-vitro fertilizationparallels between the suppression of one meaning of the conjugal act and the suppression of the other meaning.
In marrying, the spouses give themselves to each other. Consent is always required for the validity of marriage. In the conjugal act, this self-giving is expressed in a unique way.6 The spouses are not sharing a function or a satisfaction, but themselves.
Upon this gift of the spouses to each other, another gift may, when May, 1989 conditions are suitable, supervene: the gift of a new life. The new life comes as a gift from a gift, "dono di dono", as Professor Tettamanzi has expressed it. 7 When the conjugal act retains its natural openness to new life,8 then all four of the drama tis personae immediately involved (the husband , the wife, the possible child, and God as the author of life 9 and as the source of each person's vocation),10 are being respected.
When the possible gift of a new life is directly opposed by contraception, the procreative meaning of the conjugal act is suppressed; domination is taking the place of donation. Once one grasps that donation is like a kind of service, then the opposition between donation and domination becomes more clear. What remains is not an intact expression of the unitive meaning, but a deformed version of that meaning;11 " .. . contracepted sexual intercourse is simulated, not real, conjugal intercourse". 12 Two of the drama tis personae have been "locked out" or forced to be silent, so to speak (God as the author of life, and the possible new child), and the contracepting spouses at the same time lock themselves in to a defective expression of conjugal union, uncoupled from the real goods of procreation and collaboration with God, and reduced to a search for experiences in self- consciousness. 13 So what the couple are united in choosing is no longer the same kind of union , once procreation has been deliberately excluded . And when the spouses have thus locked themselves in , they are also more or less likely to be locked in against each other, each within the self and failing to take account of the other. The existence of subconscious motivation as a normal human weakness, which often means that the self is talking to the self, aggravates this danger. 14 Periodic abstinence is different, as more than one speaker has already explained . 15
Simple-Case In Vitro Fertilization
A new human life is a gift in a very radical sense, in that its receiver does not even exist before the gift is made. 16 The beginning of a human life is more solemn than dying, or capital punishment. A new human life is eternal, while death is only a transition. To procreate is more dramatic than to kill or to condemn to death.
The new life is a gift that emerges from the sexual gift of the spouses to each other; a gift from God to the child and to the parents, not only from the parents to the child or to each other. 17 Sexual union is not a merely instrumental act finding its whole meaning in the result attained; Von Hildebrand proposes the idea of a "finality of superabundance ". 18 If the sexual procreation of spouses is replaced , in the attempt to overcome sterility, by "simple-case" in vitro fertilization with embryotransfer, something is different. What is different?
In sexual procreation, neither spouse may be replaced by another person, because what is involved in the sexual union is an expression of personal commitment, and in personal commitment one person cannot take the place of another. The spouses are, after all, giving themselves; and one cannot give another's self. 19 The technical steps of in vitro fertilization are different in this respect: their moral quality does not depend on who carries them out. The technical steps of IVF-ET are chosen, not because they have any intrinsic value, but as an alternative adopted solely for the sake of the result that is hoped for. 20 Being a merely instrumental action, the process implies no uniquely personal commitment; therefore it might just as well be carried out by anyone possessing the necessary skills. If one imagines a "modified simple case" in which the husband and wife are sufficiently skilled and equipped to carry out the technical procedures of in vitro fertilization and embryo-transfer by themselves, that would not change the moral quality of the procedure. 21
To consider IVF-ET as morally acceptable, one would have to agree to these three points: (I) that the new life is not really a gratuitous gift (from God: 22 to the child and to the parents, as well as from the parents to the child or to each other), but is rather something that the parents may manufacture, or have manufactured, for themselves (and what may be produced for oneself, or for themselves, by technical means, is not a gift);
(2) that the new life may be manufactured by a process which is impersonal in the sense that it might just as well be carried out by anyone, and so is not the expression of a uniquely personal commitment;23 (3) and that one may so place the new life in the inevitably inferior role of the product of a process of domination. 24 To produce life in a glass dish seems (returning to the earlier comparison with a conversation) to be like treating a person as one treats the disk of a word-processor: determining by mechanical means all the conditions of its existence.
But one cannot accept these three implications. They overlap, but they all imply treating the new life without the respect that is due to a person, and instead dominating it as if it were a thing. 25 So, to accept in vitro fertilization one would have to accept a deformed version of the procreative meaning, accompanying the exclusion of the conjugal act with its unitive meaning.
Overall, then, it has been argued that the exclusion of either of the meanings of the conjugal act deforms the other meaning. 26 When conception is deliberately excluded, what remains is not a full and true expression of the unitive meaning as self-giving, but a withholding of part of the self,27 a domination imposed upon a donation. In vitro fertilization excludes the unitive meaning along with the conjugal act, and what is left is not a true and full expression of the procreative meaning as a donation by the parents in collaboration with God, but a domination which, as the term domination suggests, usurps a function of the Lord. Each of the two meanings retains its integrity as a donation only if it remains united with the other meaning. The logic of domination contradicts the logic of donation; it is not just a matter of using some technique as a less good way of accomplishing essentially the same thing.
At the same time we must recognize that the difference between donation and domination does not seem to be widely appreciated in the contemporary world. 2H We tend to think often in technological terms, that is to say, in terms of a logic of domination or production. Further, the whole logic of proportionalism places the moral agent in the role of a demiurge dominating the future, as John Finnis has observed. Such habits of thought would seem to explain many reactions to the teaching of "Donum Vitae" on homologous in vitro fertilization, as also analogous reactions to "Humanae Vitae" and "Familiaris Consortio". The logic of self-giving is not so easily understood .
self-giving. Thus the innate language that expresses the total reciprocal self-giving of husband and wife is overlaid, through contraception, by an objectively contradictory language, namely, that of not giving oneself totally to the other. This leads not only to a positive refusal to be open to life but also to a falsification of the inner truth of conjugal love, which is called upon to give itself in personal totality ". 12. Finnis, 17 : "Another effect that gives cause for alarm is that a man who grows accustomed to the use of contraceptive methods may forget the reverence due to a woman, and, disregarding her physical and emotional equilibrium, reduce her to being a mere instrument for the satisfaction of his own desires, no longer considering her as his partner whom he should surround with care and affection"; see also "Humanae Vitae", 13 and 21. "Familiaris Consortio" 32 (paragraphs 4, 5, 6) , and the National Conference of Catholic Bishops [U . S.A.] " Partners in the Mystery of Redemption: a pastoral response to women's concerns for Church and society", first draft (as in The Chicago Catholic, 5 August 1988), n. 56: "Women who follow natural methods of regulating birth say that they and their spouses frequently experience new levels of intimacy and mutual responsibility, and improved quality in their sex life , and a healthy form offamily planning". Testimony to the same effect is reported (without much reference to Catholic doctrine) in Shivanandan M., Nall/ral Sex. (New York: Berkely Books, 1981) ; (London: Hamlyn Paperbacks) 1980.
The hazard of self-absorption is increased by the general role that subconscious motivation may exercise in the sexual area , even in normal persons, so that it can incline them to be, to a greater or lesser extent, preoccupied with satisfying needs of their own which are more or less egocentric and immature, without their being aware of this. See Rulla L. M .. Imoda F. , Ridick 1.. Antropologia della Voca zione Cristiana. II: conlerme esisref1~iali. Edizioni Piemme, Casale Monferrato (A L), 1986, sections 8.2, 8. 3.3 and 8.3.4, or the same sections in Rulla, Ridick, Imoda, Anthropologr of the Christian Vocation. II: exisrellfial conjirl11arion, Gregorian University Press, Rome; in press. 15. Periodic abstinence does not effect the same deformation; "Familiaris Consortio", 32 (par. 5) reads: "When, instead, by means of recourse to periods of infertility, the couple respect the inseparable connection between the unitive and procreative meanings of human sexuality, they are acting as 'ministers' of God's plan and they 'benefit from' their sexuality according to the original dynamism of 'total' self-giving, without manipulation or alteration". See also "H umanae Vitae" 13 and 16. Periodic abstinence is an acceptable way of a voiding the direct exclusion of procreation and also of avoiding irresponsible parenthood, though periodic abstinence might also be abused; see Finnis, . Physical life is the most basil' of gifts, on which all other values of the person follow ("Donum Vitae" , Introduction , 4) . It brings into being a human person, "the only creature on earth which God willed for itsell" ("Gaudium et Spes", 24). The soul of each person is immediately created by God (see note 9 above). The child is the greatest ("Gaudium et Spes", 50) and most gratuitous ("Donum Vitae", 11.8) gift in marriage. 17 .. "Gaudium et Spes", 50 : "the couple [should] be ready with stout hearts to cooperate with the love of the Creator and Sa\'ior, who through them will enlarge and enrich his own family day by day". On this cooperation, see also "Donum Vitae", ILl, "Familiaris Consortio", 14 and 28 , and "Humanae Vitae", 13, as cited in note 9 above. 18. Von Hildebrand, D .. "Sex", . This point is stressed by May, 11.5 , "It is acknowledged that IVF and ET ... cannot be preferred to th e specific acts of conjugal union, given the risks involved for the child and the difficulties of the procedure." 21. "Donum Vitae" (11.5) discusses IVF-ET as carried out by third parties; this corresponds to the usual practice. But since the process involved, unlike sexual procreation, implies no uniquely personal commitment, its moral quality depends on the nature of the process itself rather than on who performs it. 22 . Scc notcs 9 and 17 abovc. Note also that nobody has a right. in thc strict sense. to have a child: "Donum Vitac". II.H. and scc Chapcllc. Of'. cil .. p. 50 I. and May. Of'. cil .. p. 34. 23. Contrast "Donum Vitac". 11.4(c) with its insistence that "the gencration of a child must thcrcfore bc thc fruit of that mutual giving which is realized in thc conjugal act whcrcin thc spouscs cooperatc as scrvants and not as masters in the work of thc Creator who is I.ovc". 24. "J)onum Vitac". 11.5: "Such a relationship of domination is in itself contrary to thc dignity and e4uality that must be common to parcnts and children"; also . It follows that sterility which cannot otherwise be remedied. while indced tragic. must he acccptcd in thc spirit and with thc alternativcs givcn in "Donum Vitac" (II.H) and "Familiaris Consortio" (14). Help to thosc who cannot procrcate is a topic of grcat importancc. hut is not thc subicct of the prcscnt brief contribution. 26 . "Humanae Vitae". I 3. draws an cxplicit parallel between forcing thc usc of marriagc on onc's spousc and thc usc of contraccption. both being opposed to the truc moral ordcr. A furthcr parallel with IVF-ET is suggested in the prcsent cssay.
Elsewhere i have argucd that homosexual relations are characteri7.ed in thc first placc hy a dcformation of thc unitive mcaning and not only by the abscnce of thc procrcativc mcaning (Kiley H .. 'Sulla reccnte Icttera dclla Congrcgazionc per la Dottrina della Fede. La Cura Pastoralc dellc Pcrsonc Omoscssuali: nota psicologica". I.'o.uerl'lllore Romllllo. 14 novcmhrc 19H6. p. 6 ; English translation in the English wcekly cdition ofthc O,'sen'alore. ; this would hc a furt hcr examplc oft hc re4uirement that the two mcanings hc kcpt united if each is to retain its intcgrity. 27 . "Familiaris Consortio". as citcd in note II abovc. 2X . .Iournalistic discussion of homologous in-vitro fcrtilization sccms gcnerally to prcsuppose that thc dcsirc of sterilc parcnts for a child is an un4uestionahly sufficient motive which in turn makcs acccptahle any tcchnical procedures employed. This. of coursc. is hardly surprising in a contcxt in which thc parents' wishcs can also hc sufficient grounds for Iegally-acccptcd ahortion .
One possihle rcason for the acccptancc of homologous in-vitro fertilization is the spontaneous tendcncy to sec such a proccdurc as likc any othcr medical trcat mcn!. in which paticnt and physician form an alliancc to dominatc the illncss. This ovcrlooks thc differcnce hctwccn dominating an illncss and donating life to a new human person.
